שלום רב,
להלן לקט מס' 39 (מבט ראשון):
1. בלקט הקודם הייתה המלצה לספר ממבט ראשון - על התרשמות ראשונית (מתי היא מטעה ומתי היא עדיפה על עודף מידע ותכנון מסודר). קניתי, קראתי ומאוד נהניתי. מצטרף בחום להמלצה בעניין.
2. מתוך מגזין חיל האוויר האמריקאי מהדורת נובמבר, הדו קרב מל"טים-מטוסים מתלהט בארה"ב:
· כתבה על מפת הדרכים האמריקאית לכטב"ם שהתפרסמה לאחרונה בהזמנת הפנטגון, וגם ביקורת מעניינת שעולה מאנשי החייל.
· קטעים מתוך כנס האוויר והחלל, בדגש להגנה על תוכנית ה- F-22.
3. [נצר] כתבה מעניינת על הטכנולוגיה הישראלית:
Israel's technology industry 

Punching above its weight
Nov 10th 2005, From The Economist print edition


The secret of Israel's success

THIS week's initial public offering (IPO) by Saifun, an Israeli chip-design firm, on the NASDAQ exchange was one of the biggest flotations by an Israeli company in America for years. Saifun has developed a new, more compact form of flash memory, demand for which is booming as the storage capacity of mobile phones, music players and other portable devices increases. It has already licensed its technology to companies including Sony, Infineon and Fujitsu, and is expected to sign a deal with Samsung soon.
Having been valued by the IPO at $675m, Saifun now joins a list of globally successful Israeli technology firms such as Amdocs, Check Point and Comverse. Indeed, Israel is third only to America and Canada in the number of companies listed on NASDAQ, and the country attracts twice the number of venture-capital (VC) investments as the whole of Europe, according to Ed Mlavsky, a veteran of the Israeli technology industry and the chairman and founder of Gemini, a big Israeli VC fund that was one of the investors in Saifun. In 2003, 55% of Israel's exports were high technology, compared with the OECD average of 26%. Tech giants such as IBM, Motorola and Cisco have research centres in Israel, which is also where Intel developed its Centrino chip. Not bad for a country with a population of 6.9m.
Why is Israel—sometimes called the “second Silicon Valley”—so strong in technology? For several reasons, says Mr Mlavsky. First, the pump was primed by government grants in the 1970s, by the BIRD Foundation (a joint American-Israeli initiative that supported many start-ups before VC money was widely available), and by government schemes to encourage Russian immigrants who arrived after the collapse of the Soviet Union.
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The second big factor is the army. “The army gets hold of everybody at age 18, and if they have a glimmer of potential, it catalyses their transformation into engineers or scientists,” says Mr Mlavsky. The technically minded are given projects to develop and run, and are allowed to keep any intellectual property that they develop, which results in many spin-outs. It also means that once they get to university, trainee engineers already have practical experience and a problem-solving mentality. Israel has 135 engineers per 10,000 employees, compared with 70 in America, 65 in Japan, and 28 in Britain (see chart).
The small size of Israel's home market is also, paradoxically, an advantage. While a British start-up, say, will look to its home market to get started, Israeli firms cannot. Accordingly, they look to America for customers, so that Israeli start-ups function as “mini-multinationals” from the off—and are instantly exposed to the world's most competitive high-tech market. Similarly, Israel's relative lack of land and resources serves to steer entrepreneurs towards high technology instead.
Naturally, cultural factors play a part too. Around 5% of start-ups in America are headed by repeat entrepreneurs, says Mr Mlavsky, compared with around 30% in Israel. “The whole culture, we're like junkies, and the real kick is success, not the fruits of success, so we want to do it again,” he argues. Israeli entrepreneurs are often workaholics who tend not to change their lifestyles much after becoming successful, he says. Gil Shwed, the boss of Check Point and one of Israel's richest men, still has a regular DJ slot at a Tel Aviv restaurant on Wednesday nights, for example.
4. The bad news for other countries that wish to encourage the development of their technology industries is that few of these factors can be replicated. Singapore's attempt to establish itself as a biotechnology centre faces the challenge of encouraging risk-taking and entrepreneurialism in a highly conformist society. And Britain is hardly likely to introduce conscription in order to boost the fortunes of the technology cluster around Cambridge University. In technology, as in so many other ways, Israel is a special case. 
5. איראן וחלל:
· לקט ידיעות חלל מס' 11 של מכון פישר מעדכן בין השאר על הלוויין האיראני:
ב – 27.10.2005 הפכה איראן למדינה ה – 43 בעולם שבבעלותה לוויין. הלוויין האיראני הקרוי סינה-1, שוגר לחלל מבסיס השיגורים פלסצק על גבי משגר רוסי מסוג קוסמוס 3. הלוויין שוקל 170 ק"ג ומצוייד במטעד תקשורת פשוט בתחום UHF ו – VHF, וכן בשתי מצלמות. מדיווחים שונים עולה כי הלוויין נבנה ככל הנראה באיראן תוך סיוע ויעוץ מחברה רוסית ומסין. הלווין מקיף את כדור הארץ במסלול בגובה שנע בין 600 ק"מ ל – 740 ק"מ, בנטייה של 98 מעלות לקו המשווה. מסיבות שונות לא הובלט השיגור בכלי התקשורת האיראניים, אולם בכלי התקשורת המערביים זכה לסיקור נרחב. אנו מקווים להביא בקרוב סקירה טכנית מורחבת על הלוויין האיראני , בהתבסס על ניתוח נתונים שונים הממשיכים להגיע מאיראן ומרוסיה.
· [אבנטל] מאמר קצר של יפתח שפיר על המרוץ האיראני לחלל, שנכתב במרכז יפה:
No. 152 November 8, 2005

THE SPIRIT IS WILLING…

IRAN’S EFFORT TO CONQUER SPACE

Yiftah S. Shapir

Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies

On October 27, Iran launched it first satellite.  The Sinah-1 was carried by a Russian Kosmos-3M Space Launch Vehicle (SLV), which took off from Plesetsk in northern Russia and also carried seven other satellites for various states and research organizations.  Thus, Iran has become the forty-third country in the world to own a satellite.

Not many details are known about the Sinah-1, but it carries two cameras and communication equipment and is reported to weigh 160 kilograms.  If that report is true, it confounds previous assumptions that Iran's research program deals with much smaller satellites.  The Sinah-1 is described as an earth monitoring satellite and its cameras are to be used to monitor agriculture and natural resources in Iran, as well as natural disasters.  According to Iranian spokesmen, the satellite cost $15 million and was designed by the Russian firm Polyot, based in Omsk, which also produces the Kosmos-3M SLV.  One can assume that the Sinah-1 is a version of the Sterkh satellite, designed and marketed by the same firm.
Besides the Sinah-1, Iran is involved in several other satellite projects, the most important of which is the Mesbah (variously translated as “Dawn,” “Lighthouse,” and “Flashlight”), announced in 1999.  The Mesbah will be built with the aid of the Italian company Carlo Gavazzi Space and the design will be based on a multi-purpose bus for the MITA mini-satellites that the company developed for the Italian space agency.  With a mass of sixty kilograms, the Mesbah will apparently include a remote sensing camera and will also carry communications equipment designed for amateur radio frequencies.  Like the Sinah, it is to be launched on board a Russian SLV from Plesetsk.

Several other research satellites have been reported.  One is a cooperative, multinational project in which Iran was to join forces with several Asian-Pacific states to build a small research satellite on board a Chinese SLV.  Another is a project to build and launch a satellite indigenously.  The project was variably named SMMS, SMNS, Safir and even Sinah-1.  It is difficult to determine whether this project was linked to the Asian satellite project or even whether it was a single project or a number of different ones.  But according to Iranian spokesmen, it was meant to be a “pure” Iranian satellite, built by Iranian engineers and launched by an Iranian satellite launcher – the Shehab-4.

Finally, there is the Zohreh.  Iran began to work on a project to launch communications satellites as early as the mid-1970's.  Since then, the project has passed through several phases.  First, Iran conducted protracted negotiations with French companies, and French-built satellites were supposed to be launched in 1995.  But nothing ensued from this phase and in early 1998 Iran entered into similar negotiations with Russian organizations.  These contacts were suspended in 2003 and renewed only in late 2004 – probably with different organizations in Russia.  In January 2005, it was announced that a contract had been signed with Aviaexport Company.  In the new version of the Zohreh contract, the project is reported to cost $132 million – much less than the $300-350 million price of the previous transaction.  If this contract is carried out, that is, if Iran actually makes the first payment, the launch date will be set for 2007-2008.

Various goals have been presented as reasons for launching research satellites.  Iranian spokesmen have noted that the satellites are designed to locate and monitor natural resources and perform other, similar missions.  But Israeli and American sources have emphasized the military dimension of the Iranian space program.  Indeed, Israeli media have portrayed the Iranian satellites as spy satellites, meant to collect visual intelligence data.

Whatever the truth, the primary goal in launching research satellites is to acquire technological know-how, and some Iranian spokesmen have candidly stated that they want to train engineers and researchers in various areas of planning, construction, and launching of satellites.  Many other countries and companies are involved in similar projects and current technology is readily accessible.  Iran has managed to reach the stage of launching a satellite with the aid of foreign manufacturers, which other countries in the Middle East, including Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Algeria, and Turkey, have done quite some time ago.

Nevertheless, these projects should not be underestimated.  Although Iran currently depends on foreign technology for both the construction and launching of satellites, it has not given up its goal of launching a satellite on its own SLV.  Development continues on the Shehab-4, which is intended to be Iran's first SLV.
Iran is determined to attain an independent satellite capability for communications and research and, in the future, for military purposes.  But beyond their functional aspects, these projects are seen as contributing to the nation’s strength and deterrence capability and bolstering its position as the dominant regional power.  After all, when almost every state can purchase on the open market satellite products for communications as well as imagery for research and even military quality imagery (up to a resolution of one meter!), there is little economic sense in investing enormous resources to attain an independent satellite capability.

Nevertheless, a closer examination of the projects in which Iran has been engaged indicates its great difficulty in attaining this capability.  The Sinah-1 launch came very late considering the length of time Iran was involved in space-related projects.  The case of the Zohreh is even more revealing; more than 30 years of continuous efforts have yet to bear fruit.  The reasons for this failure are not clear, but they seem to be linked to the government’s inherent inability to coordinate government agencies, temper irreconcilable demands, and mobilize the required resources for the projects.  

In other words, Iran has both the motivation to achieve far-reaching goals and a significant technological infrastructure, but the wheels nevertheless grind slowly and important projects suffer repeated delays.  If this assessment is correct and there is a deep systemic failure, it could have implications for Iran's ability to realize its ambitions in other programs, including those devoted to ballistic missiles and nuclear weapons.

6.  [פכט] כמה לינקים בנושא בומים על קוליים: על הקשר בין "בום רחב היקף" לאינוורסיה ועל בומים בכלל -

· Analyzing Sonic Boom Footprints of Military Jets, כולל התייחסות איכותית להשפעה של אינוורסיה (סעיף 3.3) - http://gis.esri.com/library/userconf/proc01/professional/papers/pap284/p284.htm 
· ניתוח של האמריקאים למקרה שאירע במלחמת המפרץ הראשונה ולמרות הסברה הראשונה, כנראה שלא תופעת האינוורסיה היא שגרמה לאפקט חזק מהמצופה (ראו פסקה אחרונה) - http://www.gulflink.osd.mil/al_jub_ii/al_jub_ii_s03.htm 
· והמעניין ביותר - תוכנה חופשית (כנראה נעשה בה שימוש גם ע"י USAF) לחישוב עקבות של אפקט "בום על קולי" - http://www.afcee.brooks.af.mil/ec/noise/noisemodels/pcboom.zip   (יותקן וייבחן בענף בהקדם)

7. [אבנטל] כתבה על יועץ אסטרטגי בארה"ב, ומספרים שבסוף ראיון עימו יש לו התייחסות מעניינת לאיראן:
Washington Post October 19, 2005

A Brain Pentagon Wants To Pick

Despite Controversy, Strategist Is Tapped as Valuable Resource

By Ann Scott Tyson, Washington Post Staff Writer

Global security guru Thomas P.M. Barnett is in the unique position of being embraced by Pentagon officials and top U.S. military commanders as a visionary strategist -- even as he openly blames the defense establishment for botching post-invasion operations in Iraq.

Barnett's best-selling 2004 book, "The Pentagon's New Map," offered a thesis on the American military's future global role that the Defense Department found so compelling and easy to grasp that it has invited him to advise and brief hundreds of senior appointees and officers on strategy. His book sold as many as 85,000 copies, and his prolific blog entries -- which mix humor with often cutting insights on Pentagon strategy -- are closely read in military and intelligence circles.

Now Barnett is back in Washington to unveil his sequel work, "Blueprint for Action," in a closed-door speech this morning to a select group of about 500 up-and-coming military officers and defense officials at the National Defense University.

"No one ever said, 'cut it out' or 'shut up,' or ever put a squeeze on me," Barnett said in an interview. (In a typical Web log, or blog, entry yesterday, he wrote: "Iraq is doing just fine given [a] poorly planned occupation (F to the neocons, C+ to the officers doing their best in a crappy situation on the ground.")

Barnett spoke fresh from a tete-a-tete last week with the U.S. four-star general who oversees the Middle East, Gen. John Abizaid, and Abizaid's personal think tank. Col. Mant Hawkins, director of the think tank, called Barnett's ideas "significantly visionary."

Barnett, an expert on Russia and the Warsaw Pact who holds a Harvard doctorate in political science, was a professor of strategy at the Naval War College and adviser to the Pentagon's Office of Force Transformation when he devised a PowerPoint briefing that catapulted him to prominence after Sept. 11, 2001.

He says that since the end of the Cold War, the biggest threats to America and its allies come from underdeveloped, chaotic regions of the Third World -- which he terms the "Gap" -- a zone disconnected from the economic and technological advances of globalization.

To promote peace and combat terrorism, Barnett says that the U.S. military and its partners in the world's developed "Core" must take on a far more ambitious role in policing and nation-building in the Gap. This would require the U.S. military to split into two distinct forces: a high-tech military, termed the "Leviathan," capable of overthrowing rogue regimes, as well as a larger corps of follow-on troops, called the "System Administrators," specialized in peacekeeping and rebuilding.

Barnett's underlying agenda is to "bring the military back into society. They became very detached during the Cold War, like a separate caste," he said. "They became very divorced after Vietnam, [saying] all we're going to do is kill people -- not this nation-building stuff."

In his new book, Barnett offers a detailed plan for putting his ideas into action, including a six-point program for transformingpolitically bankrupt states. "Bad states go in, better states come out," he writes in his characteristically flippant style.

It's a controversial concept that Barnett readily admits people have tended to love or hate. "I was either a naive idealist or the cruelest sort of realist, a wide-eyed prophet of global peace or the most chilling, warmongering neocon they had ever seen," he writes.

Barnett doesn't shy from far-reaching statements in "Blueprint." In the preface, he calls the U.S. military "a force for global good that I believe has no equal." He forecasts the potential for "the most peaceful period in human history, where war as we have known it for centuries is banished from the strategic landscape."
But at the same time, Barnett, who backed the overthrow of Saddam Hussein, offers hard-nosed analysis of the war in Iraq, instability in the Middle East, and the rise of Asia. He's especially critical of the Pentagon's "extremely spotty planning" for the Iraq occupation, which he says "enabled the rise of the disastrously efficient insurgency."

Barnett says his biggest detractors -- one called him "insane" -- tend to be Army officers averse to the peacekeeping role, as well as Navy, Air Force and Army officials who see his thesis as undermining their justifications for fighter jets, warships and expensive ground combat systems. His advocacy of a U.S. security partnership with China, in particular, galls some officers who see that nation as a major threat.

"You get people who want to sell $15 billion aircraft carriers, and his vision is not so compelling," said Shane Deichman, chief of the capabilities department for the U.S. military's Joint Forces Command, in Norfolk, Va., which has incorporated Barnett's ideas in future planning.
"It's kind of a joke," Barnett says. "How many Sea Wolf submarines did it take to recapture Fallujah? Not enough."

Yet despite the controversy, requests for brainstorming sessions with Barnett keep rolling in -- including those from Abizaid, who aides say "absolutely" will ask him back, Gen. Bryan D. Brown, chief of the secretive U.S. Special Operations Command, and from foreign militaries.

8. "Tom's grand strategic vision is not doubted at all," Deichman said. "With his new book, he has described exactly what we're trying to do with all levels of government." Perhaps most valued is Barnett's ability to stimulate debate in a military still defined by its war-fighting, Deichman said. "He's a catalyst."

9. [אורן סתר] לינק לגירסה המקורית המסווגת (שבולמ"סה מאז) והמלאה של מורס וקימבל (14 מגה).
10. [פלורין] ספוקלציה, קונספירציה, או שככה באמת נלחמים האמריקאים בטרור?
CIA Holds Terror Suspects in Secret Prisons
Debate Is Growing Within Agency About Legality and Morality of Overseas System Set Up After 9/11

By Dana Priest
Washington Post Staff Writer
Wednesday, November 2, 2005; A01
The CIA has been hiding and interrogating some of its most important al Qaeda captives at a Soviet-era compound in Eastern Europe, according to U.S. and foreign officials familiar with the arrangement.

The secret facility is part of a covert prison system set up by the CIA nearly four years ago that at various times has included sites in eight countries, including Thailand, Afghanistan and several democracies in Eastern Europe, as well as a small center at the Guantanamo Bay prison in Cuba, according to current and former intelligence officials and diplomats from three continents.

The hidden global internment network is a central element in the CIA's unconventional war on terrorism. It depends on the cooperation of foreign intelligence services, and on keeping even basic information about the system secret from the public, foreign officials and nearly all members of Congress charged with overseeing the CIA's covert actions.

The existence and locations of the facilities -- referred to as "black sites" in classified White House, CIA, Justice Department and congressional documents -- are known to only a handful of officials in the United States and, usually, only to the president and a few top intelligence officers in each host country.

The CIA and the White House, citing national security concerns and the value of the program, have dissuaded Congress from demanding that the agency answer questions in open testimony about the conditions under which captives are held. Virtually nothing is known about who is kept in the facilities, what interrogation methods are employed with them, or how decisions are made about whether they should be detained or for how long.

While the Defense Department has produced volumes of public reports and testimony about its detention practices and rules after the abuse scandals at Iraq's Abu Ghraib prison and at Guantanamo Bay, the CIA has not even acknowledged the existence of its black sites. To do so, say officials familiar with the program, could open the U.S. government to legal challenges, particularly in foreign courts, and increase the risk of political condemnation at home and abroad.

But the revelations of widespread prisoner abuse in Afghanistan and Iraq by the U.S. military -- which operates under published rules and transparent oversight of Congress -- have increased concern among lawmakers, foreign governments and human rights groups about the opaque CIA system. Those concerns escalated last month, when Vice President Cheney and CIA Director Porter J. Goss asked Congress to exempt CIA employees from legislation already endorsed by 90 senators that would bar cruel and degrading treatment of any prisoner in U.S. custody.

Although the CIA will not acknowledge details of its system, intelligence officials defend the agency's approach, arguing that the successful defense of the country requires that the agency be empowered to hold and interrogate suspected terrorists for as long as necessary and without restrictions imposed by the U.S. legal system or even by the military tribunals established for prisoners held at Guantanamo Bay.

The Washington Post is not publishing the names of the Eastern European countries involved in the covert program, at the request of senior U.S. officials. They argued that the disclosure might disrupt counterterrorism efforts in those countries and elsewhere and could make them targets of possible terrorist retaliation.

The secret detention system was conceived in the chaotic and anxious first months after the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks, when the working assumption was that a second strike was imminent.

Since then, the arrangement has been increasingly debated within the CIA, where considerable concern lingers about the legality, morality and practicality of holding even unrepentant terrorists in such isolation and secrecy, perhaps for the duration of their lives. Mid-level and senior CIA officers began arguing two years ago that the system was unsustainable and diverted the agency from its unique espionage mission.

"We never sat down, as far as I know, and came up with a grand strategy," said one former senior intelligence officer who is familiar with the program but not the location of the prisons. "Everything was very reactive. That's how you get to a situation where you pick people up, send them into a netherworld and don't say, 'What are we going to do with them afterwards?' "

It is illegal for the government to hold prisoners in such isolation in secret prisons in the United States, which is why the CIA placed them overseas, according to several former and current intelligence officials and other U.S. government officials. Legal experts and intelligence officials said that the CIA's internment practices also would be considered illegal under the laws of several host countries, where detainees have rights to have a lawyer or to mount a defense against allegations of wrongdoing.

Host countries have signed the U.N. Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, as has the United States. Yet CIA interrogators in the overseas sites are permitted to use the CIA's approved "Enhanced Interrogation Techniques," some of which are prohibited by the U.N. convention and by U.S. military law. They include tactics such as "waterboarding," in which a prisoner is made to believe he or she is drowning.

Some detainees apprehended by the CIA and transferred to foreign intelligence agencies have alleged after their release that they were tortured, although it is unclear whether CIA personnel played a role in the alleged abuse. Given the secrecy surrounding CIA detentions, such accusations have heightened concerns among foreign governments and human rights groups about CIA detention and interrogation practices.

The contours of the CIA's detention program have emerged in bits and pieces over the past two years. Parliaments in Canada, Italy, France, Sweden and the Netherlands have opened inquiries into alleged CIA operations that secretly captured their citizens or legal residents and transferred them to the agency's prisons.

More than 100 suspected terrorists have been sent by the CIA into the covert system, according to current and former U.S. intelligence officials and foreign sources. This figure, a rough estimate based on information from sources who said their knowledge of the numbers was incomplete, does not include prisoners picked up in Iraq.

The detainees break down roughly into two classes, the sources said.

About 30 are considered major terrorism suspects and have been held under the highest level of secrecy at black sites financed by the CIA and managed by agency personnel, including those in Eastern Europe and elsewhere, according to current and former intelligence officers and two other U.S. government officials. Two locations in this category -- in Thailand and on the grounds of the military prison at Guantanamo Bay -- were closed in 2003 and 2004, respectively.

A second tier -- which these sources believe includes more than 70 detainees -- is a group considered less important, with less direct involvement in terrorism and having limited intelligence value. These prisoners, some of whom were originally taken to black sites, are delivered to intelligence services in Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, Afghanistan and other countries, a process sometimes known as "rendition." While the first-tier black sites are run by CIA officers, the jails in these countries are operated by the host nations, with CIA financial assistance and, sometimes, direction.

Morocco, Egypt and Jordan have said that they do not torture detainees, although years of State Department human rights reports accuse all three of chronic prisoner abuse.

The top 30 al Qaeda prisoners exist in complete isolation from the outside world. Kept in dark, sometimes underground cells, they have no recognized legal rights, and no one outside the CIA is allowed to talk with or even see them, or to otherwise verify their well-being, said current and former and U.S. and foreign government and intelligence officials.

Most of the facilities were built and are maintained with congressionally appropriated funds, but the White House has refused to allow the CIA to brief anyone except the House and Senate intelligence committees' chairmen and vice chairmen on the program's generalities.

The Eastern European countries that the CIA has persuaded to hide al Qaeda captives are democracies that have embraced the rule of law and individual rights after decades of Soviet domination. Each has been trying to cleanse its intelligence services of operatives who have worked on behalf of others -- mainly Russia and organized crime.

Origins of the Black Sites
The idea of holding terrorists outside the U.S. legal system was not under consideration before Sept. 11, 2001, not even for Osama bin Laden, according to former government officials. The plan was to bring bin Laden and his top associates into the U.S. justice system for trial or to send them to foreign countries where they would be tried.

"The issue of detaining and interrogating people was never, ever discussed," said a former senior intelligence officer who worked in the CIA's Counterterrorist Center, or CTC, during that period. "It was against the culture and they believed information was best gleaned by other means."

On the day of the attacks, the CIA already had a list of what it called High-Value Targets from the al Qaeda structure, and as the World Trade Center and Pentagon attack plots were unraveled, more names were added to the list. The question of what to do with these people surfaced quickly.

The CTC's chief of operations argued for creating hit teams of case officers and CIA paramilitaries that would covertly infiltrate countries in the Middle East, Africa and even Europe to assassinate people on the list, one by one.

But many CIA officers believed that the al Qaeda leaders would be worth keeping alive to interrogate about their network and other plots. Some officers worried that the CIA would not be very adept at assassination.

"We'd probably shoot ourselves," another former senior CIA official said.

The agency set up prisons under its covert action authority. Under U.S. law, only the president can authorize a covert action, by signing a document called a presidential finding. Findings must not break U.S. law and are reviewed and approved by CIA, Justice Department and White House legal advisers.

Six days after the Sept. 11 attacks, President Bush signed a sweeping finding that gave the CIA broad authorization to disrupt terrorist activity, including permission to kill, capture and detain members of al Qaeda anywhere in the world.

It could not be determined whether Bush approved a separate finding for the black-sites program, but the consensus among current and former intelligence and other government officials interviewed for this article is that he did not have to.

Rather, they believe that the CIA general counsel's office acted within the parameters of the Sept. 17 finding. The black-site program was approved by a small circle of White House and Justice Department lawyers and officials, according to several former and current U.S. government and intelligence officials.

Deals With 2 Countries
Among the first steps was to figure out where the CIA could secretly hold the captives. One early idea was to keep them on ships in international waters, but that was discarded for security and logistics reasons.

CIA officers also searched for a setting like Alcatraz Island. They considered the virtually unvisited islands in Lake Kariba in Zambia, which were edged with craggy cliffs and covered in woods. But poor sanitary conditions could easily lead to fatal diseases, they decided, and besides, they wondered, could the Zambians be trusted with such a secret?

Still without a long-term solution, the CIA began sending suspects it captured in the first month or so after Sept. 11 to its longtime partners, the intelligence services of Egypt and Jordan.

A month later, the CIA found itself with hundreds of prisoners who were captured on battlefields in Afghanistan. A short-term solution was improvised. The agency shoved its highest-value prisoners into metal shipping containers set up on a corner of the Bagram Air Base, which was surrounded with a triple perimeter of concertina-wire fencing. Most prisoners were left in the hands of the Northern Alliance, U.S.-supported opposition forces who were fighting the Taliban.

"I remember asking: What are we going to do with these people?" said a senior CIA officer. "I kept saying, where's the help? We've got to bring in some help. We can't be jailers -- our job is to find Osama."

Then came grisly reports, in the winter of 2001, that prisoners kept by allied Afghan generals in cargo containers had died of asphyxiation. The CIA asked Congress for, and was quickly granted, tens of millions of dollars to establish a larger, long-term system in Afghanistan, parts of which would be used for CIA prisoners.

The largest CIA prison in Afghanistan was code-named the Salt Pit. It was also the CIA's substation and was first housed in an old brick factory outside Kabul. In November 2002, an inexperienced CIA case officer allegedly ordered guards to strip naked an uncooperative young detainee, chain him to the concrete floor and leave him there overnight without blankets. He froze to death, according to four U.S. government officials. The CIA officer has not been charged in the death.

The Salt Pit was protected by surveillance cameras and tough Afghan guards, but the road leading to it was not safe to travel and the jail was eventually moved inside Bagram Air Base. It has since been relocated off the base.

By mid-2002, the CIA had worked out secret black-site deals with two countries, including Thailand and one Eastern European nation, current and former officials said. An estimated $100 million was tucked inside the classified annex of the first supplemental Afghanistan appropriation.

Then the CIA captured its first big detainee, in March 28, 2002. Pakistani forces took Abu Zubaida, al Qaeda's operations chief, into custody and the CIA whisked him to the new black site in Thailand, which included underground interrogation cells, said several former and current intelligence officials. Six months later, Sept. 11 planner Ramzi Binalshibh was also captured in Pakistan and flown to Thailand.

But after published reports revealed the existence of the site in June 2003, Thai officials insisted the CIA shut it down, and the two terrorists were moved elsewhere, according to former government officials involved in the matter. Work between the two countries on counterterrorism has been lukewarm ever since.

In late 2002 or early 2003, the CIA brokered deals with other countries to establish black-site prisons. One of these sites -- which sources said they believed to be the CIA's biggest facility now -- became particularly important when the agency realized it would have a growing number of prisoners and a shrinking number of prisons.

Thailand was closed, and sometime in 2004 the CIA decided it had to give up its small site at Guantanamo Bay. The CIA had planned to convert that into a state-of-the-art facility, operated independently of the military. The CIA pulled out when U.S. courts began to exercise greater control over the military detainees, and agency officials feared judges would soon extend the same type of supervision over their detainees.

In hindsight, say some former and current intelligence officials, the CIA's problems were exacerbated by another decision made within the Counterterrorist Center at Langley.

The CIA program's original scope was to hide and interrogate the two dozen or so al Qaeda leaders believed to be directly responsible for the Sept. 11 attacks, or who posed an imminent threat, or had knowledge of the larger al Qaeda network. But as the volume of leads pouring into the CTC from abroad increased, and the capacity of its paramilitary group to seize suspects grew, the CIA began apprehending more people whose intelligence value and links to terrorism were less certain, according to four current and former officials.

The original standard for consigning suspects to the invisible universe was lowered or ignored, they said. "They've got many, many more who don't reach any threshold," one intelligence official said.

Several former and current intelligence officials, as well as several other U.S. government officials with knowledge of the program, express frustration that the White House and the leaders of the intelligence community have not made it a priority to decide whether the secret internment program should continue in its current form, or be replaced by some other approach.

Meanwhile, the debate over the wisdom of the program continues among CIA officers, some of whom also argue that the secrecy surrounding the program is not sustainable.

"It's just a horrible burden," said the intelligence official.

Researcher Julie Tate contributed to this report.
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